
D O C U M M  REVIEW: DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 7, ADDENDUM TO FINAL 
PHASE I1 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT FACILITY 

XNVESTIGATION/REMEDXAt INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN, SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PlAN, ROCKY FLATS PUWT 903 PAD, MOUND, AND EAST TRENCHES 

* (OPERABLE UNIT 2) ... 
. . . I .  

BENERAL COMMDCT 

The objective for sampling strategy 
95 percent upper confldence l i m i t  (U 
assessment) I s  conceptually flawed. 
characterhe the n a t u r e  and extent of contamfnation. The decisfon to 
average the concentration for risk assessment over the sampled area depends 
on the spatfal  dlstrfbution of the data and the declslon the risk 
assessment fs meant t o  support. For example, If the questian i s  w h e t h e r  or 
not to reembody a specific Individual Hazardous Substance Site (IHSS), it 
would be useless to assess risk based on average concentratfons across the 
1-square mile area proposed to  be sampled In thfs plan. - - 
SPECIFIC COElFlENTS 

to obtain data to estimate t h e  
concentratlon for risk 

o f  sampling should be to 

1. 

2.  

3. 

Sectqon 1.1, page (p.) 1-1, ffrst and second paragraphs: The purpose 
a f  t M s  Addendum i s  to extend the surface soil sampling proposed in 
the Work Plan to Include the analysis o f  all contaminants that are 
potentially p r e s e n t  at Operable Unit (OU) 2, However, no supporting 
evfdence I s  presented in this section. Please brtefly present the 
evl dence for the proposed addf t S  onal sampl ing . 
Table 1-1, p. 1-4 to p. 1-7: The djsposal history o f  most of the 
IWSSs listed in this table only indtcate the possibility of 
sign5ficant release o f  uranium and plutonium. The evidence presented 
f o r  the presence of volatile organic corn ounds, semivolatile organic 

the surface envlronment I s  extremely tenuous and does not appear to 
justify the inclusion o f  these contaminant classes in the sampllng 
protocol Please clarify, 

Section 1,Z.l.Z: The sectt'on f s  devoted t o  the description o f  the 
nature and extent of contamInatSon based on the existing data. 
AI though the document asserts tbat  many organic compounds are 
contaminants in the area, the spatial distrfbution of their 
concentrations over  the area is  not clear. It i s  suggested that maps 
be used to summarize the findings o f  prev.ious investigations, and a 
discussion on the possible source s) o f  the fdentiffed contaminants be 

order t o  justify the extra sampltng proposed $n thls memorandum. 

compound (SYOC)s, pesticides, and polych ! orjnated biphenyls (PCB)s in 

added i n  the text.  The map(s) an 6 the discussion are necessary I n  



2 

4. 

5. 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

Sectlon 1.2.1.4, p. 1-17, second paragraph: Thls paragraph states 
that tha proposed surficial soi l  sampling wfll be a representative, 
unjform, random sampling. However, this statement seems a 
contradiction .In temis and has not been sup orted by a valSd sampling 
design. Please provide the ratlonale f o r  t K e sampling strategy and 
define the terms "representative" and "uniform" used in this 
paragraph. 

Sectfon 1.2.2*2,  p. 1-20, Table 1-2: Minor detection o f  SVOCs, 
pestlcides, and PCBs in sediments or boreholes 1s n o t  sufficient 
justification for extenstve surface sol1 samp'itng for these campounds. 
Please expand on such matters as the nature and extent o f  their 
occurrences. 

Section 1.2.2.2,  p, 1-22, f i r s t  paragraph: Please present an expanded 
Justification far s~mpling for the speclfic radionucl .Ides l i s ted  J n  
this paragraph as well as for gross alpha and beta. Minor detection 
o f  speciFic radionuclfdes elsewhere a t  011 2 i s  not sufficient t u  
;justify extensive surface soil sampling. 

SectSon 1.2.2.3, pI 1-28, first paragraph: The discussions of 
Level IY and Level IS1 data  qualSty may be rnlsleadlng. Level I11 data 
are obtained using the same qual5ty assurance/qoal ity control 
procedures as tevel IV data, Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) 
methods are often used to  obtatn Level 111 data. If CLP methods are 
used, the only dlfference between Level 111 and Level IV d a t a  is  that 
the laboratory provides a mare detailed data package with the Level 5V 
d a t a ,  and the data valfdation process for  Level IV data is mre 
rigorous (see also the next comment), Please clarify the descriptions 
of Level 111 and Level IV data, 

Section 1.2.2.3, p. 1-28, second paragraph: The statement that only 
Level Y and Level IV data  can be valtdated i s  fncorrect. Data are not 
considered Level i I f  data until  they validated. As discussed 
above, if CLP analytical methods are used, Level 111 and Leve7 IV 
analytfcal results are the same. What determines the data quality 
level f s  the level a t  whlch the d a t a  are validated - Level III  or 
Level N. Validation at  Level I11 is sufficient for risk assessment. 
Val i d a t  5 on a t  Level IV requtres more del i verabl es from the 1 aboratory 
(e.g. raw chromatograms) and a detailed revlew of  the additional data 
during validation,  Level IV validation takes twice as long as 
Level 111 va7 idation (several hours per sample) and unnecassarlly 
increases project costs, Recommend t h a t  data quality of Level 111 I s  
sufficient. 

Section 2.2.1, p. 2-2, third paragraph: The objective f o r  sampling 
(i.e., t o  obtain data t o  estSmate the 95 percent UCL on the mean 
concentration for r i s k  assessment) is conceptually flawed. (Please 
see General Comment above,) 
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10. Section 2.2.2,  2-6, thlrd and fourth paragraphs: Please justify 
the statement t at  a sample population of 40, L e . ?  6 samples 5n the 
IHSSs and 34 samples i n  the square mile east o the source areas), 
will be adequate t o  assess contaminant distributlons across OU 2. It 
1s questionable if 6 samples are adequate to characterize the IHSSs 
sufficiently for the 'Feasibility Study (FS). The 34 remaining samples 
are on a grid on 1200 feet  centers, L e .  a single sample wlll 
represent approximately 33 acres, Please explain further why this 
sampl Ing arrangement f s  considered adequate. 

11. Section 2.2.2, p. 2-6, f i f t h  paragraph: It I s  unclear why mSxing the 
bfased and grid sampllng approaches will sat is fy  either r i s k  

--. assessment requlrements or FS requirements as stated here. For 
example, averaglng concentrations over the entfre area sampled, even 
w i t h  biased samples included, i s  likely to badly underestimate 
concentrations in the IHSSs which will be the focus o f  the FS. 

12. Sectjon 2.2.2,  p. 2-8, first pa.ra raph, last'sentence: Agaln, the 
concluslon that the proposed samp 7 ing scheme provldes for a systematic 
and conservative characterjzatjon of potential suyface soil 
contamination has not been Justified. Specific Comments 10 and If. 
apply here as we1 1 b 
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13. Section 2.2.3, p. 2-8, fourth paragra h: It  i s  stated t h a t  the 

Both the location and the method needs to be just i f ied in this 
document for two reasons: fjrst, the statistjcal treatment of  
background data from the Rock Creek i s  unclear as presented in  OU 1 
Phase I f  I Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Faci 1 i t y  
Invest jgat l on/Remedi a1 Invest lgation (RFY/RI) Report; second, the 
"background samples" collected In Rock Creek for OU 1 failed t o  prove 
the samples are adequate to serve as background, especially for 
radionucl ides. 

background sampllng method used for 0 e 1 i s  also applicable to OU 2. 

14. Section 2 .3 .2  and 2.3.3, p. 2-10, last paragraph t o  p .  2 - 3 4 ,  Lhlrd  
paragraph: Please justify based on existing chromium contamfnation 
the need for the chromlum analysis proposed. Also, please provide the 
rat iona les  for  analyses o f  30 percent of the OU 2 and background 
samples for specific conductance, pH, and total  organic carbon, 
20 percent o f  the OU 2 and background samples for bulk density 
testing. . 

laboratory replicates are not collected in the f i e l d .  The laboratory 
blanks and repljcates are derived from the outsjde laboratory and are  
a part o f  their internal control, Please correct the second sentence. 

15. Section 3.1, p. 3-1,  thlrd paragraph: Laboratory blanks and 
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Section 3.1, Table 3-1: Footnote number 1 indicates a 
misunderstanding of the nature and purpose o f  f j e l d  blanks. F j e l d  
blanks (atsolcalled source blanks are samples from water sources used 

water i s  not Introducing contaminatfon into environmental samples. I t  
would appear that f i e l d  blanks would be required for this 
fnvestigation. Please review this issue. (Nota: Tha OU 1 RFI/RI 
report claimed a potential problem w i t h  the water used for 
decontamination. Had field blanks been collected, this questton coutd 
have been resolved or the problem recagnjzed e a r l j e r  in the sampling 
program. ) . .  
Field duplfcates are usually taken a t  a frequency of: I in 10 rather 
than 1 in 20 as specifled here. Please confirm that the frequency 
speci f ied here 4s consistent with Envjronmental Protection Agency 

in  decontamination procedures. T b ey are taken t o  assure t h a t  source 

.- . . . Aquirements. - - .... _ _  -”.. . -  -. .... . ._ .. .. 

It  i s  also necessary t o  c o l l e c t  samples for matrix spike and matrix 
spike dupllcate (NS/MSU) analyses, usually at a frequency o f  1 Sn 20. 
It would appear that MS/MSD samples should be added to  the table. 

17. Section 3.1,  p. 3-3, Table 3-2A: Please see specific comment 16 on 
Table 3-1. 

18, Section 3.1, p. 3-4, Table 3-2B: Please see specific comment 16 on 
Table 3-1. 

19, Section 3.1, p. 3-5,  fjrst paragraph: MS/MSD samples are not 
laboratory samples but are collected f n  the field, Please review 
speci f ic  comment 16 on Table 3-1. 

20. Section 3.2, p. 3-5, f l f t h  paragraph: The expression o f  accuracy i s  
incorrect. The correct expression should be: 

(& - $)/A,) x 190 percent. 

21. Sectfan 3.4, p. 3-9, second paragraph: The formula for relative 
percent dlfference (%RPD) is incorrect. The correct expressian is: 

%RPD = 2 x ((C, - C,)/(C, + C,)) x 100 percent 

22. Sectfan 3.4, p. 3-9,  third paragraph: %RSU usually stands for 
Re1 ative Standard Deviation Instead of “percent re1 ative deviatioh” 
used in the text. The text  correctly stated that XRSD is the standard 
deviation relative to  the mean o f  the sample. However, neither the 
standard deviation nor the mean is expressed correctly in the formula. 
P’lease correct the formula, 


